
United States Patent and Trademark Office 



10/726.176 



7590 

Eric Fincham 
316KnowIton Road 
LacBrome, QC JOE IVO 
CANADA 



12/28/2004 



ESTATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCT 
^^H^ ^J?!!?,f^*«" Trademark 0/TiJ 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 

P.O. Bo.x 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 2231 J-1450 
www.uspto.gov 




SWIATEK, ROBERT P 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



3643 

DATE MAILED: 12/28/2004 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTa90C (Rev. 10/03) 



Office Action Summary 



10/726.176 



Examiner 

Robert P. Swiatek 



Applicant(s) 



PAfRADIS, YVES 
Art Unit / 
3643 



• — =7" — • wM«?ii I-. vJwiaicR 3643 ^ 

Period fo7 R^p" -PP^-rs on th. cov.r shoot th. cLspondence aLs^ 

earned patent tern, adjustment See 37 CFrT/mJ) ' even if timely filed, may reduce Ly 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 02 Decemhi^r 9nM 
2aD This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

S'nce this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
Closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle. 1935 CD. 1 \ 453 0 G 213 
Disposition of Claims 

4) IS Claim(s) 1^ is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) U Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1:3 is/are rejected. 

7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) ia The specification is objected to by the Examiner 

10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)0 accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner 

Applicant .ay no, request that any objection to the d^a^^ng(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR l' 85(a) 

1 1 )n ^^nTTr ''"'^'^ ''^ " "^^ ^^--"9(3) is Objected to See 7 CFR 1 12ird, 

11) DTheoathordec.arationisobjected to by the Examiner.Notetheattached Office A^^^^^^^^^^ 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

1.S Certified copies of the priority documents have been received 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No 

3. U Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this^Ti^ironal Staoe 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17 2(a)) 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

The disclosure is objected to because of the foUowing informalities: Although it states 
the first and second linkages are independent of each other, it is not clear how the Unkage 
associated with handle 42 is truly independent from that connected with exterior handle 36. 
Handle 42 is linked to interconnecting lever 80, which somehow is connected with third lever 20 
(although the connection is not shown, see page 7, Unes 10, 11, of the specification), making 
handle 42 dependent, in part, upon the linkage associated with handle 36. Thus the two linkage 
systems are not independent but share elements. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

The following is a quotation of the first paragr^h of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. Claim 1, line 23, recites the 
first and second linkages as being independent from each other, yet the specification and 
drawings indicate the second linkage associated with the interior handle shares components of 
the first linkage extending from the exterior handle. Tlie two linkage systems are not composed 
of separate components and are thus not independent. Moreover, the second linkage-seemingly 
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element SO-does not extend from the interior handle to the central actuator, as recited m claim 
1. line 19, but only from brackets 82, 84 to lever 20, which is part of the first linkage system 

Claim 2 is objected to because of the foUowing informalities: In line 2. -each- should be 
inserted after "are" Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims 1-3 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12. 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

The patents to La Sha (US 2.346,977). Baker (US 3,791.073), Donovan (US 4,288.944). 
Curry et al. (US 4,671.015). Noble et al. (US 5.156.359). and Herrmann et al. (US 5,163.639)' 
have been cited to provide examples of door locking mechanisms. 
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